The Potential Dual Moderation of Sex and Sexual Orientation on the Experience of Jealousy by West, Jacob
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Potential Dual Moderation of Sex and Sexual Orientation on the Experience of 
Jealousy 
Jacob West 
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
PSYC 693H: Honors in Psychology 
April 24, 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
Recall the character development of Woody in the critically acclaimed Disney-
Pixar animated film Toy Story (1995).  In this narrative, Woody is the cowboy toy of a 
young boy Andy.  As Andy’s favorite toy, Woody expresses jealousy over the potential 
relationships Andy may be having with newer toys.  Early in the film, Woody feels 
threatened when Andy receives space ranger hero Buzz Lightyear as a gift.  This initial 
jealousy wanes throughout the saga, as Woody undergoes a fundamental paradigm shift, 
realizing that he can happily share his relationship with Andy with other toys.  While it 
may be confusing as to how Toy Story relates to present research, we argue that the 
former and latter characterizations astoundingly mirror theoretically derived conceptions 
of jealousy in relationships today.  Individual differences in the experience of jealousy 
might influence momentary shifts in relational outcomes like commitment and 
satisfaction.  Further, these differences may also explain even more stable relationship 
characteristics—such as the decision to remain monogamous with one’s partner. 
The differences between the former and latter Woody reflect empirical evidence 
surrounding jealousy and sexual exclusivity: jealousy has been cited as a primary 
motivator for maintaining a monogamous relationship (Blasband & Peplau, 1985).  
Beyond sexual exclusivity, jealousy has previously been associated with both relationship 
satisfaction (e.g. Bevan, 2004) and commitment (e.g. Attridge, 2013).  Literature to date, 
suggests that a romantic couple’s tendency to be engaged in an open sexual agreement 
may be moderated by sex and sexual orientation, such that homosexual male 
relationships are more likely to be characterized by open agreements than are 
heterosexual or homosexual female dyads (Bryant & Demian, 1994; Peplau & Cochran, 
1981). As such, the present work seeks to explore if the experience and relational 
consequences (operationalized as momentary satisfaction and commitment, as well as 
trait-level monogamy agreements) of jealousy is similarly moderated by gender and 
sexual orientation. 
Defining Jealousy 
Romantic jealousy exists as a conglomerate of positive and negative emotional 
states induced by a real or perceived threat to the relationship.  In the context of romantic 
relationships, threats often manifest as potential or real attraction between one’s partner 
and a rival (White & Mullen, 1989).  The cognitive-transactional model of jealousy 
explains how these emotions can occur as a response to a threatening situation.  This 
model posits that jealousy is explained by the interaction between the self, others (both 
the partner and rival), the relationship, and the social environment of the jealousy-
inducing situation.  Interactions between each of these components precipitate a unique 
emotional experience, comprised of both negative and positive affective qualities.  The 
resulting emotional conglomeration is subsequently altered through appraisal processes, 
emotional experience, and coping mechanisms (White & Mullen, 1989). 
The cognitive-transactional model posits that the jealousy experience is somewhat 
motivational, resulting either in the protection of one’s relationship or one’s self-esteem.  
An individual’s available coping mechanisms are implicated as motivational 
determinants; those who have adequate coping resources to deal with the emotional and 
relational hardships of the jealousy situation work to protect the relationship.  If the 
emotional or relational burden requires coping resources beyond what is available, the 
relationship will be terminated in the interest of the self (White & Mullen, 1989). 
Expanding on the cognitive-transactional model of jealousy, researchers Pfeiffer 
and Wong (1989) posited that the jealousy experience is multifaceted, comprised of 
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components.  Cognitive jealousy is associated with 
one’s worries, doubts, or suspicions about a relationship threat.  Cognitive jealousy does 
not always involve an organic cause; it may be the product of suspicion within the 
individual.  Emotional jealousy consists of the reaction to the threat, future appraisals of 
the threat, and conditioned emotional responses.  Behavioral jealousy involves the 
measures one takes when a rival is perceived (Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989). 
Research suggests that relational threats may result in differential appraisal, 
depending on the relational context.  Bringle and Buunk (1991) argue that the sexual 
domain of romantic relationships poses a particularly salient opportunity for jealousy to 
wreak havoc on one’s relationship.  The potential for damage is outlined by the following 
prototypic account: 
“Nevertheless, extradyadic sexual behavior will generate the most jealousy when 
it is perceived to threaten the very existence of the primary love relationship…the 
partner falls in love with someone else and establishes a covert, long-term, 
emotionally involving extradyadic sexual relationship.  In such a case, the threat 
that the partner will end the primary relationship becomes very real.” (p. 136) 
For the purposes of the current research, we utilize hypothetical jealousy vignettes 
(modified from Radecki Bush, Bush, & Jennings, 1988) to manipulate the appraisal 
process of a potential threat.  This manipulation differed between respondents, as the 
level of threat (low versus high) that the vignette posed.  This allowed us to elicit 
differential reaction as a function of appraisal. 
Individual and Relational Predictors of Jealousy 
With an understanding of the experience of jealousy, it is important to discuss the 
multitude of personal and interpersonal factors that may precede jealousy.  Below, a 
thorough review of a number of these factors is provided.  Due to discrepancies in the 
literature surrounding differential jealousy experiences based on sex and sexual 
orientation, the present work focuses on these variables as potential dual moderators of 
one’s jealousy experience. 
Certain relationship characteristics seem to be correlated with experiencing 
greater degrees of cognitive or emotional jealousy.  Individuals who indicate they are 
more “in love” with their partners are less likely to experience cognitive jealousy, but 
report heightened emotional jealousy (Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989).  Greater relational 
interdependence has been correlated with intensified emotional jealousy, while spending 
more time apart from one’s partner has been associated with increased cognitive jealousy 
(Attridge, 2013).  Additionally, greater relational uncertainty has been positively 
correlated with both cognitive and emotional jealousies (Theiss & Solomon, 2006). 
In addition to these interpersonal characteristics, a number of personal factors have been 
implicated in the jealousy experience.  Self-esteem and jealousy seem to be negatively 
correlated (Buunk, 1982; Mullen & Marten, 1994; Stewart & Beatty, 1985; Utz & 
Beukeboom, 2011).  Further, sex (e.g. Buss, Larsen, Westen, & Semmelroth, 1992) and 
sexual orientation (e.g. Bringle, 1995; Harris, 2002) have been associated with jealousy, 
yet the literature is marked by discrepant findings, reviewed next. 
Biological sex appears to be related to the jealousy experience such that females 
report greater susceptibility to jealousy involving a partner’s emotional attraction to 
another mate, while males experience greater jealousy when partners engage in extra-
dyadic sex (Buss, et al., 1992; Harris & Christenfeld, 1996; Lans, Mosek, & Yagil, 2014; 
Mathes, 2003; Mullen et al., 1994).  It is important to acknowledge that these results are 
somewhat confounded by methodology.  The aforementioned gender dimorphism in 
sexual and emotional jealousy only persisted during a hypothetical jealousy induction; 
when researchers asked participants to recall an actual experience with infidelity, men 
and women equally reported focusing more on the emotional experience rather than the 
sexual aspect of infidelity (Harris, 2002). 
With relevance to the current work, research on sexual orientation and jealousy 
produces somewhat more inconsistent findings.  Early literature indicates that gay males 
may experience jealousy to a lesser degree than straight males.  Across two multiple-item 
jealousy scales, heterosexual men reported significantly greater relational jealousy than 
homosexual men.  However, the two groups did not differ when reporting a one-item 
jealousy rating (Hawkins, 1987).  Extending these findings, Bringle (1995) compared 
homosexual and heterosexual men from 1980 and 1992, demonstrating that homosexuals 
both experience and express sexual jealousy to a lesser extent.  An interesting cohort 
effect also existed, indicating that both groups of men experienced and expressed more 
jealousy as the result of a partners extra-dyadic relations in 1992 than in 1980.  Further, 
men in both groups were less likely to be in an open relationship in 1992, suggesting a 
change in extradyadic ideology following the AIDS crisis (Bringle, 1995).  However, 
other research demonstrates that levels of cognitive or emotional jealousy do not differ 
between same-sex and opposite-sex couples (Bevan & Lannutti, 2002; Harris, 2002). 
Taken together, the existing research builds a theoretical model in which 
individual and relational characteristics moderate the manifestation of relational jealousy.  
The present work aims to debunk critical discrepancies with regards to sex and sexual 
orientation by examining threat appraisal might differentially impact one’s relationship.  
Potential group differences, based on sex and sexual orientation, in both momentary and 
trait-level qualities are explored. 
The Consequences of Jealousy 
The potential relational consequences of jealousy can be distinguished in two 
primary ways.  One may consider momentary shifts in relationship outcomes resulting 
from the appraisal process of a potential threat.  This state focused approach has been 
observed in the past, identifying a number of relevant outcomes including anticipatory 
emotions (Radecki Bush, et al., 1988), relationship quality (Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 
2007), and the sexual or emotional focus of one’s jealousy (Harris, 2002).  Alternatively, 
one may consider how trait-level jealousy informs state-resilient relationship 
characteristics, such as a dyad’s exclusivity status.  The current studies examine both 
state-dependent shifts in relationship satisfaction, commitment, and emotions, as well as 
global trait-level differences in exclusivity status, by an individual’s emotional jealousy 
reaction to a relationship threat.  These differences will be further observed as a function 
of sex and sexual orientation, as previously outlined. 
Buunk and Bringle (1997) extend that jealousy is prevalent in our romantic 
relationships, with detrimental outcomes.  Research to date places a heavy emphasis on 
these negative outcomes including decreased relationship satisfaction (e.g. Barelds & 
Barelds-Dijkstra, 2007) and increased rates of relational conflict and violence (Barnett, 
Martinez, & Bluestein, 1995).  Much less research has been conducted on positive 
relationship outcomes associated with jealousy.  These include increased commitment to 
one’s partner (Attridge, 2013; Elphinston, Feeney, Noller, Connor, & Fitzgerald, 2013) 
and increased love for one’s partner (Mathes, 1986; Pfeiffer & Wong 1989).  As two of 
the primary dependent variables in the present work, relationship satisfaction and 
commitment are discussed further below. 
 Relationship satisfaction exists as a fundamental cornerstone to romantic 
relationships (Funk & Rogge, 2007), and has been associated with a number of personal 
and interpersonal outcomes.  Formulaically, relationship satisfaction is a cost-benefit 
analysis (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), and therefore can be highly subjective across 
relationships.   Relationship satisfaction has been associated with the extent to which 
one’s partner fulfills their needs (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998), and is predictive of 
relationship termination (i.e., divorce) (Devine & Forehand, 1996).  As such, relationship 
satisfaction is also predictive of one’s commitment level.  Relationship commitment may 
also be defined as the probability that one will persist in their current relationship.  One’s 
commitment level is robustly positively associated with the effort put into relationship 
maintenance (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). 
 An abundance of research has demonstrated that the experience of jealousy tends 
to be negatively associated with relationship satisfaction (Anderson, Eloy, Guerrero, & 
Spitzber, 1995; Barelds & Barelds-Dijkstra, 2007; Bevan, 2004; Elphinston & Noller, 
2010).  However, research also suggests that jealousy may be positively associated with 
relationship satisfaction (Hansen, 1983; Mathes, 1985).  The positive associations of 
jealousy have been attributed to increased care for one’s partner, and thus increased 
reactance to potential threats (Barelds & Dijkstra, 2006).  Similarly, inconsistent evidence 
surrounds the commitment literature—evidence implies that commitment is positively 
related to the experience of jealousy (Attridge, 2013; Elphinston, Feeney, Noller, Connor, 
& Fitzgerald, 2013), but prior research has showed that individuals who are less stable in 
their relationships are more prone to jealousy (Melamed, 1991; Shrestha, 1985) and that 
induction of a jealousy threat may promote momentary relational insecurity (Radecki 
Bush, Bush, & Jennings, 1988). 
In addition to these relationship consequences, jealousy has also been associated 
with dyadic monogamy agreements (i.e., jealousy may dictate whether one is in an open 
or closed relationship).  Research suggests that a significant proportion of gay dyads 
endorse sexual openness (Adam, 2006; Bepko & Johnson, 2000; Bryant & Demian, 
1994; Bryant & Demian, 1994; Davidovich, de Wit, & Stroebe, 2000; Hoff, Beougher, 
Chakravarty, Darbes, Neilands, 2010; Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986; LaSala, 2013; Peplau & 
Cochran, 1981).  While it is well documented that homosexual men more often agree to 
open relationships, the literature is marked by great variability in this prevalence.  The 
prevalence of sexual openness for homosexual males ranges as low 25% (Kurdek and 
Schmitt, 1986) to a high 75% (Adam, 2006).  The majority of research indicates between 
40 and 60% of gay dyads may be involved in open relationships (Bryant & Demian, 
1994; Hoff, et al., 2010; LaSala, 2013). 
Furthermore, homosexual male dyads appear to enter sexually open monogamy 
agreements at higher rates than either heterosexual or homosexual female dyads (Bryant 
& Demian, 1994; Peplau & Cochran, 1981).  Interestingly, gay men who favored sexual 
exclusivity reported jealousy as the primary motivation for maintaining monogamy.  
Homosexual men who endorsed sexual openness cited sexual variety and individual 
autonomy as the primary factors to the importance of maintaining openness in the 
relationship (Blasband & Peplau, 1985; LaSala, 2005).  
Literature surrounding the implications of sexually open relationships in 
homosexual males is outdated, both socially and methodologically.  Blasband and Peplau 
(1985) compared 27 men who self-reported open relationships with 13 men in sexually 
exclusive relationships from the Los Angeles area.  No significant differences existed 
between open or closed dyads in multiple domains, including relationship satisfaction, 
relationship duration, estimations in future relationship duration, or personal sacrifices 
one would make for their partner. 
Kurdek and Schmitt (1986) found among 132 members of gay dyads (98 
exclusive, 34 open) that certain aspects of satisfaction were negatively associated with 
open relationships.  Sexually exclusive relationships were correlated with more favorable 
attitudes and less relational tension than partners in open relationships.  These groups did 
not differ in measures of respect, agreement, or satisfaction with sex, and exhibited no 
significant durational difference in terms of relationship length. 
To the authors’ knowledge, research has yet to incorporate in-depth exploration of 
the jealousy experience for homosexuals versus heterosexuals, as a potential mechanism 
for differential rates of sexual openness between these groups.  In sum, the present 
studies attempt to shed light on some of the discrepancies in the literature with regards to 
jealousy’s role in three critical relationship outcomes: relationship satisfaction, 
commitment, and sexual exclusivity. 
The Present Work 
The present work explores how the anticipatory emotional toll of an imagined 
jealousy situation momentarily alters ones’ relationship satisfaction and commitment 
levels, as well as testing how this toll explains state-resilient characteristics (specifically, 
monogamy agreements).  These studies focus on the affective response to jealousy, while 
probing potential group differences between homosexual and heterosexual men and 
women.  Eight hundred respondents (100 each of homosexual and heterosexual men and 
women, across two studies) were asked to report their anticipatory emotions, relationship 
satisfaction, and commitment levels to an imaginary jealousy vignette (modified from 
Radecki Bush, Bush, & Jennings, 1988).  These vignettes were manipulated between 
subjects to either arouse little or severe jealousy.  Researchers formed two, distinct 
hypotheses about the nature of these associations, outlined below: 
 H1: The negative effect of a perceived relationship threat on satisfaction (H1a), 
commitment (H1b) and sexual openness (H1c) will be mediated by increased anticipated 
negative emotions for respondents in the high threat condition. 
 H2: The H1 mediated associations will be moderated by the interaction of sex and 
sexual orientation.  Specifically, we predict that these mediated effects will hold for 
homosexual women as well as heterosexual men and women, but not for homosexual 
men, due to greater anticipatory negative emotions in the former groups than the latter. 
Study 1 
 The primary goal of Study 1 was to test potential group (sexual orientation by 
sex) differences in the experience of relational jealousy as a predictor of relational 
outcomes.  We modified jealousy vignettes (high vs. low threat; see Radecki Bush, Bush, 
& Jennings, 1989) to examine anticipatory emotional experience as a potential mediator 
for the association between threat level and reports of relationship satisfaction and 
commitment.  In line with previous literature, we predicted that homosexual men would 
experience an unusual resilience to a potential jealousy induction, when compared to 
homosexual women and heterosexuals, evident through less anticipatory negative 
emotions as well as more functional relationship outcomes. 
Method 
Participants.  Four hundred twenty nine individuals in romantic relationships at 
least six months in duration were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk).  
MTurk was utilized for recruitment to obtain a demographically diverse sample in order 
to maximize external validity inexpensively.  Data collected from MTurk has been found 
to be equally reliable as other sampling methods (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011).  
One hundred and forty five individuals did not complete the survey; one hundred and 
forty one individuals failed to receive full credit on all attention checks.  Hypotheses 
were tested while excluding those who did not complete the survey, those who failed one 
or more attention check, and by both criteria.  Upon finding that results did not differ by 
exclusion, researchers utilized data from all participants who provided data for all 
variables of interest. 
  The resulting sample was comprised of two hundred and eighty six participants 
(49 homosexual females, 66 homosexual males, 83 heterosexual females, and 83 
heterosexual males; two individuals were excluded for indicating they were both in an 
open and closed monogamy agreement) in a romantic relationship from one to 545 
months’ duration (M = 61.58, SD = 77.82).  Most respondents were dating (54.2%); 
33.3% were married, and 12.1% were engaged to be married.  Participants’ mean age was 
32.14 years (SD = 9.73), ranging from 19 to 62 years.  The majority of respondents 
identified as white/Caucasian (46.1%).  It is notable that eighty-one respondents indicated 
they grew up out of the United States; the majority of these, eighty-one, grew up in India.   
 Procedure and measures.  Four Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs) were posted to 
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: one advertisement for homosexual males, one for 
homosexual females, one for heterosexual males, and one for heterosexual females.  Each 
HIT was comprised of 100 assignments that provided participants with a link to one of 
four identical Qualtrics surveys, respective to their HIT selection.  The HIT’s were 
advertised as an academic study of characteristics of romantic relationships.  Participants 
were paid $0.50 USD for fifteen minutes participation. 
 Participants were asked for a few relationship demographic variables, including 
the status of their romantic relationship (i.e. dating, engaged to be married, married), 
relationship duration, and living arrangements.  To determine couples’ sexual exclusivity 
agreements, participants were asked to select any of the following statements that applied 
to their relationship: 1) “partner and I are in a closed relationship; sexual fidelity is 
expected of both partners,” 2) “my partner and I are in an open relationship; I am free to 
engage in sexual encounters with other people,” or 3) “my partner and I are in an open 
relationship; my partner is free to engage in sexual encounters with other people.”  This 
designation was a modification of Blasband & Peplau’s (1985) explanation of open and 
closed relationships. 
 Participants were randomly assigned to experience a high-threat or low-threat 
hypothetical jealousy induction.  The high-threat vignette was presented as follows: 
“Your partner spends increasing time with an old girl/boyfriend and appears to be getting 
close to him/her again.”  The low-threat vignette was presented as follows: “Your partner 
goes over to the house of a coworker to get caught up on work that was missed and 
returns in an hour.”  Participants were asked to imagine the event and describe their 
anticipated reaction to it.  These inductions were adapted from a study by Radecki-Bush, 
Bush, and Jennings (1988) study, which found that the threat level of similar imagery 
task had a significant main effect of threat level on relationship security and negative 
emotions experienced.  Bush et al. used high, medium, and low threat vignettes in their 
study.  The present study used only a high and low threat.  The low threat condition from 
Bush et al. (1988) was modified as a coworker rather than a classmate for this study, for 
appropriateness with the MTurk sample.   
 Immediately following the threat induction, participants were asked to report their 
anticipated emotions (relative to the vignette), relationship satisfaction, and commitment 
to their relationship, as well as report demographic information. 
Emotional experience. The Differential Emotions Scale (modified from Izard, 
1977) was used to measure participants’ expected positive and negative emotions in 
response to the jealousy vignette.  Participants are asked to use a 5 point Likert scale (1: 
not all of the time, 5: most of the time) to report how often they would anticipate feeling 
22 emotions, described by three words each (e.g. jealous, envious, resentful; love, 
closeness, trust).  Respondents’ instructions for the pre- and post-manipulation emotions 
measures differed by instructions.  The pre-manipulation measure asked respondents to 
report the emotions over the past two weeks; the post-manipulation measure asked 
respondents to report their anticipatory emotions in response to the vignette (Fredrickson, 
2013). 
Relationship satisfaction. Shortened versions of Rogge’s Couples Satisfaction 
Index (CSI) were chosen to assess participants’ satisfaction in their relationships.  The 4- 
and 16-item versions of this task were used for brevity.  Both versions of the CSI have 
been reported to provide large amounts of information while minimizing measurement 
error compared to other satisfaction indices.  Participants are asked to self-report 
satisfaction in their current relationship using Likert-style responses to statements such as 
“Please indicate the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your romantic 
relationship,” (1: Extremely Unhappy, 7: Perfect), or  “I have a warm and comfortable 
relationship with my partner,” (1: Not at all True, 6: Completely True).  The 4-item 
version is formatted only with these types of items.  The 16-item scale is comprised of 
ten of these items and six items assessing how participants feel about their relationship.  
These items are anchored with two adjectives, such as “Interesting…Boring”, or 
“Discouraging…Hopeful” with a 6 point Likert-style scale in between, (i.e. enjoyable 5 4 
3 2 1 0 miserable). 
We utilized data from the CSI-4 to inform pre-manipulation satisfaction ratings 
for participants; the CSI-16 was used for the post-manipulation ratings.  For this sample, 
both the CSI-4 (α = 0.94) and CSI-16 (α = 0.94) demonstrated excellent internal 
consistency.  These scores reflect previously found reliability scores for both the 16- and 
4-item, with alpha values of 0.98 and 0.94, respectively (Funk & Rogge, 2007). 
Relationship commitment. Pre-manipulation relationship commitment was 
assessed using the commitment subscale of the Investment Model Scale (Rusbult, Martz, 
& Agnew, 1998).  Participants responded to seven items using a seven point, Likert-style 
scale (1: Not at all true/never true, 7: Very true/true all of the time).  Five items are 
scored as is, such as “I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner,” 
and two items are reverse scored, such as “I would not feel very upset if our relationship 
were to end in the near future.”  Although the global commitment subscale is one of four 
components of the Investment Model Scale, it has been reported to be reliable on its own.  
For our sample, scores demonstrated good reliability (α = 0.87).  This value is slightly 
less than the high inter-item reliability that has been reported for this measure, with alpha 
values ranging from 0.91 to 0.95 (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). 
Post-manipulation commitment was measured using a different commitment 
scale, assessing the likelihood that a respondent would still be in a relationship with the 
current partner in the future.  Respondents were asked to report the likelihood (0%, 25%, 
50%, 75% or 100%) that they would still be together in 1 month, 6 months, 1 year, 2 
years, 5 years, and 10 years from now.  Reported likelihood across all time cutoffs was 
averaged to create a composite post-manipulation commitment score for each participant 
(attributed to Gable, 2005; obtained via personal communication with Sara Algoe). 
Demographic Variables.  Respondents provided general demographic 
information following all survey items.  Self-reported sex (coded as 0: female, 1: male, 2) 
and sexual orientation was assessed using the Kinsey Scale (Kinsey, et al., 1948, 1953).  
Self-report data was crosschecked with self-selected survey data and with language used 
in free response items (i.e. if a respondent indicated they were a homosexual male but 
referred to their wife or girlfriend; other questionnaires, not relevant to the present work).  
Participants were switched into their appropriate self-report condition. 
Results 
Descriptive Statistics 
In general, respondents reported feeling quite satisfied and committed in their 
relationships (see Table 1).  There were no statistically significant differences between 
groups on pre-manipulation satisfaction ratings, F = 0.76, p = 0.52.  These groups were 
significantly different on pre-commitment measures, however, F = 9.79, p < 0.001.  Post 
Hoc Tests revealed that homosexual males significantly differed from heterosexual males 
(p = 0.22) and heterosexual females (p < 0.001), and homosexual females significantly 
differed from heterosexual females (p = 0.003).  For this reason, pre-commitment was 
used as a covariate for subsequent analyses, to control for pre-manipulation group 
differences. 
Table 1 
Descriptive statistics for baseline variables 
  Homosexual 
Female 
 Homosexual 
Male 
 Heterosexual 
Female 
 Heterosexual 
Male 
Exclusive: (n)  36  47  75  71 
Non-monogamous: (n)  11  13  7  12 
Pre-Satisfaction: M(SD)  3.97(0.90)  3.71(0.99)  3.76(1.20)  3.74(1.17) 
Pre-Commitment: M(SD)  5.30(1.05)  5.30(1.13)  6.01(1.24)  5.58(1.36) 
 
We also explored descriptive statistics such as means, standard deviations, and 
zero-order correlations, to ensure that post-manipulation differences aren’t actually 
driven by pre-manipulation group differences.  Relevant statistics for each of the study 
variables can be found in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Bivariate Correlations Among Variables of Interest 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1) Pre-Commitment -      
2) Pre-Satisfaction 0.62** -     
3) Post-Commitment 0.70** 0.63** -    
4) Post-Satisfaction 0.62** 0.86** 0.64** -   
5) Post-Negative Emotions -0.24** -0.14** -0.18** -0.28** -  
6) Post-Jealousy -0.14** -0.06 -0.16** -1.60** 0.83** - 
M 5.57 3.81 4.09 3.55 2.41 2.64 
SD 1.27 1.09 0.96 0.95 1.04 1.34 
* p < .05 level (2-tailed).    ** p < .01 level (2-tailed). 	  
 We also probed for group differences for pre- and post-manipulation variables, 
utilizing independent sample t-tests.  Collapsing across both gender and orientation, we 
compared group means between respondents in open versus closed relationships.  These 
statistics revealed a significant difference between these groups for pre-satisfaction, pre-
commitment, post-satisfaction, and post-commitment.  In this sample, individuals in open 
relationships seemed to have diminished satisfaction and commitment prior to our 
manipulation, compared to those in closed relationships (see Table 3). 
Table 3 
Independent sample t-test comparison of group (closed versus open) means for relevant 
variables 
 
Variable 
Closed: 
M(SD) 
Open: 
M(SD) 
 t-tests of exclusivity status 
for variable 
Pre-Satisfaction 3.85(1.09) 3.45(1.06)  t(359) = -3.09, p = 0.002 
Pre-Commitment 5.73(1.20) 4.67(1.36)  t(358) = -6.40, p < 0.001 
Post-Satisfaction 3.59(0.97) 3.29(0.84)  t(334) = -2.07, p = 0.04 
Post-Commitment 4.19(0.94) 3.50(0.89)  t(334) = -4.89, p < 0.001 
Post-Negative Emotions 2.35(1.02) 2.40(1.05)  t(336) = 0.41, p = 0.68 
Post-Jealousy 2.57(1.57) 2.60(1.34)  t(336) = -0.01, p = 0.99 
 
Manipulation Check 
 Anticipatory emotional experience.  To ensure that the jealousy vignette 
successfully elicited jealousy, researchers conducted independent sample t-tests to 
compare conditional effects of threat condition on overall negative emotional experience 
as well as the specific emotion item.  Findings are as follows: 
Participants in the high threat (M = 2.30, SD = 1.26) condition reported 
significantly greater anticipatory jealousy than those in the low threat (M = 2.97, SD = 
1.33), t(348) = -4.81, p < 0.001 condition.  Moreover, participants in the high threat (M = 
2.73, SD = 1.01) reported significantly greater anticipatory negative emotions than those 
in the low threat condition (M = 2.08, SD = 0.96).  Table 4 reports individual emotion 
items. 
Table 4 
Anticipatory Emotional Experience in Response to the High vs. Low Threat Manipulation 
and Their t-Test Group Differences 
 Low Threat High Threat  
Emotion Terms M SD M SD t 
 
Negative emotions 
 
Jealous, envious, resentful 2.30 1.26 2.97 1.33 4.81*** 
Suspicious, doubtful, distrustful 2.25 1.19 2.98 1.36 5.38*** 
Stressed, nervous, overwhelmed 2.26 1.25 2.88 1.32 4.54*** 
Angry, irritated, annoyed 2.20 1.12 2.84 1.31 4.95*** 
Sad, downhearted, unhappy 2.01 1.17 2.83 1.34 6.13*** 
Embarrassed, self-conscious, blushing 2.14 1.21 2.57 1.21 3.37*** 
Scared, fearful, afraid 2.06 1.11 2.67 1.29 4.77*** 
Contemptuous, scornful, disdainful 2.00 1.19 2.70 1.33 5.18*** 
Ashamed, humiliated, disgraced 1.92 1.05 2.59 1.32 5.27*** 
Disgust, distaste, revulsion 1.93 1.16 2.60 1.35 4.99*** 
Repentant, guilty, blameworthy 1.85 1.10 2.39 1.28 4.21*** 
Note. Anticipatory emotional experience was rated on an anchored on a 5-point scale on which 1 = not at 
all and 5 = most of the time.  Emotions, within category, are listed here in order of their rated frequency 
across the entire sample. 
* p < .05.    ** p < .01.   ***p < .001. 
Hypothesis Testing 
Hypothesis testing relied on the PROCESS macro for SPSS.  This macro runs 
regression analyses and predicts the conditional and unconditional direct and indirect 
effects to draw conclusions.  This ultimately allows us to statistically capture moderation 
and mediation pathways (Hayes, 2013).  All PROCESS statistics were computed using 
95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals based on 5,000 samples. 
H1: Anticipatory emotional experience as a mediating variable.  Before 
testing the potential moderating effects of sex and sexual orientation, we conducted 
mediation analyses to explore the association between relational threat and outcome 
variables as mediated by reported emotions.  Specifically, we hypothesized that the 
negative effect of a relationship threat on (H1a) relationship satisfaction, (H1b) 
commitment, and (H1c) sexual openness will be mediated by increased anticipatory 
negative emotions.  As mentioned, for all hypothesis testing, we controlled for 
respondents pre-manipulation commitment; Figure 1 displays the mediation model used. 
Figure 1 
Potential Mediation for Association Between Threat Condition and Outcome Variables 
(Model 4; Hayes, 2013b) 
 
 
 
 
 
As Table 5 shows, hypothesis 1 was only partially supported.  As predicted, 
anticipatory negative emotional experience was found to mediate the relationship 
between threat condition and post-manipulation satisfaction (H1a) as well as post-
manipulation commitment (H1b).  Counter to H1c expectations, negative emotional 
experience did not mediate the relationship between threat condition and sexual 
exclusivity agreements. 
Table 5 
Does anticipatory negative emotional experience (NE) mediate the relationship between 
threat condition (TC) and outcome variables (Y)? 
 Effect of TC on 
NE 
 Effect of NE on 
Y  
 Direct effect: TC on 
Y 
 Indirect effect: NE on Y 
Outcome Variable (Y) B SE  B SE  B SE  B SE 95% CI 
Post-Satisfaction .66*** .11  -.29*** .05  0.21* 0.10  -0.19a .05 [-.29, -.11] 
Post-Commitment .66*** .11  -.18** .05  0.11 0.11  -0.12a .04 [-.21, -.05] 
Exclusivity .64*** .10  -0.04 .16  -0.16 0.32  -.02 .12 [-.27, .21] 
Note: B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval.  Analyses control for 
pre-commitment. 
a  Significant at least at p < 0.05; statistical software did not distinguish p-values < .05 
* p < .05.    ** p < .01.   ***p < .001. 
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H2: Sex and sexual orientation as dual moderators. Group (sex by sexual 
orientation) descriptive statistics for post-manipulation variables are displayed in Table 6. 
  Homosexual 
Female 
 Homosexual 
Male 
 Heterosexual 
Female 
 Heterosexual 
Male 
Post-Satisfaction  3.64(0.85)  3.41(0.83)  3.52(1.08)  3.58(0.97) 
Post-Commitment  4.09(0.78)  3.79(0.81)  4.22(1.10)  4.15(1.00) 
Post-Negative Emotions  2.63(1.10)  2.62(0.98)  2.24(1.07)  2.25(0.97) 
Post-Jealousy  2.95(1.32)  2.77(1.35)  2.52(1.36)  2.48(1.30) 
Note: all statistics above are displayed in the format of M(SD) 
We continued exploring whether sex and sexual orientation might dually 
moderate these relationships (See Figure 2).  We specifically predicted, for all three H1 
pathways, that heterosexual men, women, and homosexual women would maintain the 
pattern of increased negative emotionality in response to the threat.  In contrast, we 
hypothesized that homosexual men would not experience the same negativity in response 
to a jealousy threat. 
Figure 2 
Proposed Dual Moderation of Sexual Orientation (SO) and Sex (Model 11; Hayes, 
2013b). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The data did not support our hypotheses.  While we anticipated a significant 
three-way interaction between sex, sexual orientation, and threat condition, no such 
association emerged.  Rather, it seems that there is a significant interaction effect 
between threat condition and sexual orientation, such that heterosexual respondents (low 
threat: M = 1.84, SD = 0.84; high threat: M = 2.67, SD = 1.01), irrespective of gender, 
TC DV 
Negative 
Emotions 
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SO 
Covariates: 
1) Pre-commitment 
did not report anticipating negative emotions to the same degree as homosexuals (low 
threat: M = 2.44, SD = 1.05; high threat: M = 2.78, SD = 0.99).  This two-way 
interaction indirectly predicted post-manipulation satisfaction, as well as post-
manipulation commitment.  Exclusivity status was not explained by this indirect effect 
(see Table 6). 
Table 6 
Is the relationship between threat condition (TC), anticipatory negative emotions (NE) 
and outcome variables (Y) moderated by sex and sexual orientation (SO)? 
 Model a: 
(Y = Satisfaction) 
 Model b: 
(Y = Commitment) 
 Model c: 
(Y = Sexual Exclusivity) 
Pathway B SE 95% CI  B SE 95% CI  B SE 95% CI 
Main effect: TC on NE 0.32 0.25 [-0.18, 0.81]  0.32 0.25 [-0.18, 0.81]  0.39 0.26 [-0.12, 0.89] 
Interaction effect: SO and 
TC on NE 
0.68* 0.32 [0.05, 1.30]  0.68* 0.32 [0.05, 1.30]  0.60 0.32 [-0.03, 1.23] 
Interaction effect: Sex and 
TC on NE 
0.03 0.34 [-0.63, 0.69]  0.03 0.34 [-0.63, 0.69]  -0.08 0.34 [-0.76, 0.60] 
Interaction effect: Sex, SO, 
and TC on NE 
-0.35 0.43 [-1.20, 0.50]  -0.35 0.43 [-1.20, 0.50]  -0.20 0.44 [-1.07, 0.66] 
Main effect: NE on Y -0.29*** 0.05 [-0.39, -0.19]  -0.18*** 0.05 [-0.29, -0.08]  0.03 0.15 [-0.28, 0.33] 
Main effect: TC on Y 0.21* 0.10 [0.004, 0.42]  0.14 0.11 [-0.08, 0.35]  0.35 0.32 [-0.28, 0.98] 
Conditional Indirect Effects 
 Homosexual female -0.09 0.09 [-0.28, 0.06]  -0.06 0.06 [-0.20, 0.03]  0.01 0.08 [-0.13, 0.23] 
 Homosexual male -0.10 0.07 [-0.25, 0.02]  -0.06 0.05 [-0.19, 0.01]  0.01 0.07 [-0.10, 0.20] 
 Heterosexual female -0.28a 0.08 [-0.48, -0.15]  -0.18a 0.07 [-0.35, -0.07]  0.03 0.17 [-0.33, 0.36] 
 Heterosexual male -0.19 0.06 [-0.34, -0.09]  -0.12a 0.05 [-0.25, -0.05]  0.02 0.13 [-0.22, 0.28] 
Note: B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval.  Analyses control for 
pre-commitment. 
a  Significant at least at p < 0.05; statistical software did not distinguish p-values < .05 
* p < .05.    ** p < .01.   ***p < .001. 
Brief Discussion 
 Study 1 provided partial evidence for our first hypothesis, linking relationship 
threats with satisfaction ratings (H1a) and commitment ratings (H1b), as mediated by 
anticipatory negative emotions.  While we anticipated these relationships to be dually 
moderated by sex and sexual orientation (H2), we instead found an interaction effect 
between sexual orientation and threat condition.  This interaction indicates that both male 
and female homosexuals in this study were uniquely sensitive to the relational threat, as 
evidenced by increased anticipatory emotions across both low and high threat conditions.  
The same association between relationship threat, anticipatory negative emotionality, and 
exclusivity status (H1c) was not supported.  Neither sex nor sexual orientation moderated 
these associations, as either main or interaction effects.  As stated, the Study 1 sample 
had a high number of individuals who did not complete the survey, failed attention 
checks, and indicated they did not grow up in the United States.  These issues with the 
sample led to uncertainty that the inconsistencies between results and theory can be 
attributed to the sample.  With a small sample of individuals in open relationships (n = 
43; see General Discussion), we lacked the statistical power to draw meaningful 
conclusions from this data set.  As such, we attempted a direct replication of the first 
study, to see if results were maintained. 
Study 2 
 As outlined by Iannodis (2012), science isn’t always self-correcting—direct 
replication potentially mitigates the damages of false positive results to science as a 
whole.  Despite of the large number of respondents who failed to complete the survey as 
well as the attention checks, we believe that it is of utmost importance to accept 
imperfections in the data, particularly as a mechanism to further scientific truth (Giner-
Sorolla, 2012).  It is in the interest of preserving a balance between these two scientific 
ideals that we sought to obtain a direct replication of Study 1, with the goal of 
minimizing imperfections that characterized these data. 
Differences between the two studies include: stricter guidelines on participants, 
including terminating participation upon missing attention checks, as well as utilizing 
unique key codes for each participant to ensure multiple HITs were not completed by the 
same individual.  We maintained our primary two hypotheses, as outlined in Study 1 
Method 
Participants. Four hundred individuals (95 homosexual females, 93 homosexual 
males, 104 heterosexual females, and 106 heterosexual males; one participant was 
intersex, and thus not included in subsequent analyses, for a final N = 399) in a romantic 
relationship from six to 564 months’ duration (M = 63.07, SD = 85.90) completed the 
study.  Participants’ mean age was 31.31 years (SD = 10.35), ranging from 18 to 69 
years.  The majority of respondents identified as white/Caucasian (77.4%).  Most 
respondents were dating (64.9%); 26.1% were married, and 9.0% were engaged to be 
married. 
Procedure and Measures 
 As mentioned above, the primary goal with the second study was to replicate the 
first, with the primary goal of attaining greater sample sizes across all groups.  For this 
reason, the procedure and measures used were identical to Study 1, except for one key 
change.  Following the consent form, respondents provided consent to be subject to 
attention check questions, at the risk of not receiving payment if one item was missed.  
Attention check items were identical to the first study. 
Results 
Descriptive Statistics 
In general, respondents reported feeling quite satisfied and committed in their 
relationships (see Table 7).  One-Way ANOVA revealed no statistically significant group 
differences between on pre-manipulation satisfaction measures, F = 1.45, p = 0.23.  
These groups were significantly different on pre-commitment measures, however, F = 
8.55, p < 0.001.  Post Hoc Tests demonstrated that homosexual males significantly 
differed from heterosexual males (p = 0.003) and heterosexual females (p < 0.001), and 
homosexual females significantly differed from heterosexual females (p = 0.04).  For this 
reason, pre-commitment was used as a covariate for subsequent analyses, to control for 
pre-manipulation group differences. 
Table 7 
Descriptive statistics for baseline variables 
  Homosexual 
Female 
 Homosexual 
Male 
 Heterosexual 
Female 
 Heterosexual 
Male 
Exclusive: (n)  95  93  104  106 
Non-monogamous: (n)  10  15  4  7 
Pre-Satisfaction: M(SD)  5.09(1.01)  4.83(0.84)  5.00(0.99)  4.87(1.08) 
Pre-Commitment: M(SD)  5.84(1.27)  5.47(1.24)  6.29(0.97)  6.05(1.24) 
 
Descriptive statistics such as means, standard deviations, and zero-order 
correlations for each of the study variables can be found in Table 8. 
Table 8 
Bivariate Correlations Among Variables of Interest 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1) Pre-Commitment -      
2) Pre-Satisfaction 0.64** -     
3) Post-Commitment 0.77** 0.58** -    
4) Post-Satisfaction 0.65** 0.69** 0.63** -   
5) Post-Negative Emotions -0.11* -0.15** -0.14** -0.22** -  
6) Post-Jealousy -0.06 -0.11* -0.09 -1.70** 0.87** - 
M 5.93 4.95 4.24 4.70 2.14 2.41 
SD 1.22 0.99 0.94 0.90 1.03 1.33 
* p < .05 level (2-tailed).    ** p < .01 level (2-tailed). 
 As in Study 1, we used independent sample t-tests to look for group differences 
(open versus closed) in pre- and post-manipulation variables, collapsed across gender and 
orientation (Table 9).  Individual groups had too small of sample sizes to explore group 
differences between sex and sexual orientation. 
Table 9 
Independent sample t-test comparison of group (closed versus open) means for relevant 
variables 
 
Variable 
Closed: 
M(SD) 
Open: 
M(SD) 
 t-tests of exclusivity status 
for variable 
Pre-Satisfaction 4.98(0.96) 4.56(1.17)  t(396) = 2.41, p = 0.02 
Pre-Commitment 6.04(1.15) 4.76(1.31)  t(396) = 6.24, p < 0.001 
Post-Satisfaction 4.73(0.88) 4.38(0.99)  t(396) = 2.23, p = 0.03 
Post-Commitment 4.32(0.90) 3.47(1.02)  t(396) = 5.28, p < 0.001 
Post-Negative Emotions 2.15(1.04) 2.02(0.90)  t(396) = 0.69, p = 0.49 
Post-Jealousy 2.41(1.35) 2.34(1.21)  t(396) = 0.30, p = 0.77 
 
Manipulation Check 
 Anticipatory emotional experience.  Respondents in the high threat (M = 2.98, 
SD = 1.26) condition reported significantly greater anticipatory jealousy than those in the 
low threat condition (M = 1.81, SD = 1.14), t(396) = -9.73, p < 0.001.  Moreover, 
participants in the high threat (M = 2.61, SD = 1.00) reported significantly greater 
anticipatory negative emotions than those in the low threat condition (M = 1.65, SD = 
0.82), t(396) = -10.49, p < 0.001.  Table 10 reports individual emotion items. 
Table 10 
Anticipatory Emotional Experience in Response to the High vs. Low Threat Manipulation 
and Their t-Test Group Differences 
 Low Threat High Threat  
Emotion Terms M SD M SD t 
 
Negative emotions:  
 
Sad, downhearted, unhappy 1.74 0.99 2.93 1.31 -10.18*** 
Suspicious, doubtful, distrustful 1.82 1.13 3.05 1.36 -9.84*** 
Jealous, envious, resentful 1.81 1.14 2.98 1.26 -9.73*** 
Scared, fearful, afraid 1.57 0.97 2.66 1.27 -9.54*** 
Angry, irritated, annoyed 1.80 1.02 2.91 1.36 -9.15*** 
Contemptuous, scornful, disdainful 1.52 0.88 2.52 1.34 -8.75*** 
Disgust, distaste, revulsion 1.47 0.88 2.41 1.39 -8.09*** 
Stressed, nervous, overwhelmed 1.94 1.08 2.90 1.30 -8.01*** 
Ashamed, humiliated, disgraced 1.46 0.88 2.23 1.19 -7.26*** 
Embarrassed, self-conscious, blushing 1.58 0.98 2.19 1.14 -5.65*** 
Repentant, guilty, blameworthy 1.39 0.81 1.90 1.06 -5.32*** 
Note. Anticipatory emotional experience was rated on an anchored on a 5-point scale on which 1 = not at 
all and 5 = most of the time.  Emotions, within category, are listed here in order of the magnitude of the t 
statistic. 
* p < .05.    ** p < .01.   ***p < .001. 
Hypothesis Testing 
After determining that the manipulation predicted outcome variables (satisfaction 
and commitment) through the mediating pathway of anticipatory negative emotions, we 
began testing our hypothesis that sexual orientation (H1a) and sex (H1b) will moderate 
the relationship between threat condition and outcome variables (see Figure 2).  All 
subsequent hypotheses were tested via the PROCESS macro for SPSS, with 95% bias-
corrected bootstrap confidence intervals based on 5,000 samples (Hayes, 2013). 
H1: Anticipatory emotional experience as a mediating variable.  To revisit our 
hypotheses, we anticipated that the negative effect of a relationship threat on (H1a) 
relationship satisfaction, (H1b) commitment, and (H1c) sexual openness would be 
mediated by increased anticipatory negative emotions.    
Congruent with study 1, the H1a and H1b predictions were supported: 
anticipatory negative emotional experience mediated the relationship between threat 
condition and post-manipulation satisfaction.  H1c was not supported by the second 
study; respondents exclusivity status was not predicted by negative emotionality in 
response to the threat manipulation (see Table 11). 
Table 11 
Does anticipatory negative emotional experience (NE) mediate the relationship between 
threat condition (TC) and outcome variables (Y)? 
 Effect of TC on 
NE 
 Effect of NE on 
Y  
 Direct effect: TC on 
Y 
 Mediation effect: NE on Y 
Outcome Variable (Y) B SE  B SE  B SE  B SE 95% CI 
Post-Satisfaction .96*** .10  -.23*** 0.05  0.16 0.10  -.22a .05 [-.33, -.13] 
Post-Commitment .96*** .10  -.17** 0.05  0.17 0.10  -.16a .05 [-.27,  -.07] 
Exclusivity Status .96*** .10  -.24 0.20  0.49 0.40  -.23 .19 [-.63, .12] 
Note: B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval.  Analyses control for 
pre-commitment. 
a  Significant at least at p < 0.05; statistical software did not distinguish p-values < .05 
* p < .05.    ** p < .001.   ***p < .001. 
H2: Sex and sexual orientation as dual moderators.  Means and standard 
deviations for relevant post-manipulation variables are displayed in Table 6. 
  Homosexual 
Female 
 Homosexual 
Male 
 Heterosexual 
Female 
 Heterosexual 
Male 
Post-Satisfaction  4.83(0.91)  4.51(0.81)  4.84(0.85)  4.61(0.97) 
Post-Commitment  4.22(0.97)  3.92(0.87)  4.54(0.75)  4.25(1.06) 
Post-Negative Emotions  2.13(1.05)  2.29(1.05)  2.06(1.03)  2.08(1.00) 
Post-Jealousy  2.43(1.36)  2.51(1.31)  2.33(1.33)  2.38(1.35) 
Note: all statistics above are displayed in the format of M(SD) 
Again, we explored the potential for dual moderation by sex and sexual 
orientation on each of our three H1 pathways.  We maintained the prediction that 
heterosexual men, women, and homosexual women would be more reactive to the 
jealousy threat, as indicated by anticipatory emotionality; homosexual men will uniquely 
experienced decreased negativity in response to a relationship threat.  Without consensus 
between theory and Study 1 results, we hoped Study 2 would provide greater insight to 
the true nature of the associations between relational jealousy and outcomes, as well as 
monogamy agreements.  Study 2 results did not reflect our hypotheses, nor did replicate 
the first study—there were no mediating effects of respondent’s sex and/or sexual 
orientation on the association between threat condition and relationship outcomes.  Group 
differences in anticipatory negative emotions in response to the low threat condition (M = 
1.65, SD = 0.82) and high threat condition (M = 2.61, SD = 1.00) only existed as a 
product of threat level.  The association between relational threat, negative emotionality, 
and exclusivity status was not moderated via the direct or indirect effects of sex or sexual 
exclusivity (see Table 14). 
Table 14 
Is the relationship between threat condition (TC), anticipatory negative emotions (NE) 
and outcome variables (Y) moderated by sex and sexual orientation (SO)? 
 Model a: 
(Y = Satisfaction) 
 Model b: 
(Y = Commitment) 
 Model c: 
(Y = Sexual Exclusivity) 
Pathway B SE 95% CI  B SE 95% CI  B SE 95% CI 
Main effect: TC on NE 1.17*** 0.19 [0.80, 1.54]  1.17*** 0.19 [0.80, 1.54]  1.17*** 0.19 [0.80, 1.54] 
Interaction effect: SO and 
TC on NE 
-0.25 0.26 [-0.76, 0.26]  -0.25 0.26 [-0.76, 0.26]  -0.25 0.26 [-0.76, 0.26] 
Interaction effect: Sex and 
TC on NE 
-0.19 0.27 [-0.72, 0.34]  -0.19 0.27 [-0.72, 0.34]  -0.19 0.27 [-0.72, 0.34] 
Interaction effect: Sex, SO, 
and TC on NE 
0.05 0.37 [-0.68, 0.77]  0.05 0.37 [-0.68, 0.77]  0.05 0.37 [-0.68, 0.77] 
Main effect: NE on Y -0.23*** 0.05 [-0.32, -0.13]  -0.17** 0.05 [-0.27, -0.07]  -0.24 0.20 [-0.63, 0.16] 
Main effect: TC on Y 0.21* 0.10 [0.004, 0.42]  0.17 0.11 [-0.04, 0.37]  0.49 0.40 [-0.30, 1.28] 
Conditional Indirect Effects 
 Homosexual female -0.27a 0.07 [-0.42, -0.15]  -0.20a 0.07 [-0.36, -0.09]  -0.28 0.24 [-0.83, 0.13] 
 Homosexual male -0.22a 0.06 [-0.38, -0.12]  -0.17a 0.06 [-0.30, -0.06]  -0.23 0.20 [-0.71, 0.10] 
 Heterosexual female -0.21a 0.06 [-0.38, -0.12]  -0.16a 0.06 [-0.30, -0.06]  -0.22 0.19 [-0.69, 0.10] 
 Heterosexual male -0.18a 0.05 [-0.30, -0.09]  -0.13a 0.05 [-0.25, -0.06]  -0.18 0.16 [-0.57, 0.08] 
Note: B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval.  Analyses control for 
pre-commitment and respective pre-manipulation variable. 
a  Significant at least at p < 0.05; statistical software did not distinguish p-values < .05 
* p < .05.    ** p < .01.   ***p < .001. 
General Discussion 
 Numerous studies have documented that homosexual males are more likely to be 
in sexually open relationships, compared to heterosexual males, females, and homosexual 
females (e.g. Adam, 2006); many individuals report jealousy as a primary reason for 
being in a closed relationship rather than an open (e.g. LaSala).  As such, it might be 
assumed that the experience of jealousy differs for homosexual males compared to these 
groups, yet literature on these differences is characterized by somewhat discrepant 
findings.  Some research has found that sex and sexual orientation moderates the 
experience of jealousy, such that homosexual men are more resilient to a hypothetical 
relational threat than other groups, while other studies have found no group differences in 
the jealousy experience following their partners actual infidelity (Harris, 2002).  To our 
knowledge, this is the first time these lines of research have been combined to test how 
these potential group differences might predict monogamy agreements.  Two studies (the 
second attempted to directly replicate the first) explored how sex and sexual orientation 
moderated respondents momentary (commitment and satisfaction) and trait relationship 
outcomes (monogamy agreements) in response to a hypothetical jealousy vignette 
(Radecki Bush, et al., 1988).  We also tested whether anticipatory emotional experience 
mediated the association between threat condition and these outcome variables.   Rooted 
in theory, we formed two distinct hypotheses:   
H1: The negative effect of a perceived relationship threat on satisfaction (H1a), 
commitment (H1b) and sexual openness (H1c) will be mediated by increased anticipated 
negative emotions for respondents in the high threat condition. 
 H2: The H1 mediated associations will be moderated by the interaction of sex and 
sexual orientation.  Specifically, we predict that these mediated effects will hold for 
homosexual women as well as heterosexual men and women, but not for homosexual 
men, due to greater anticipatory negative emotions in the former groups than the latter. 
 The first study linked relationship threats with our momentary outcome variables 
(satisfaction (H1a) and commitment (H1b)), as mediated by anticipatory negative 
emotions.  Sexual exclusivity (H1c) did not share this association.  These data further 
demonstrated a significant interaction effect of sexual orientation (but not sex) and threat 
condition, such that homosexuals indicated greater reactance to both the high and low 
threat condition than heterosexuals.  This interaction effect was a significant indirect 
predictor of relationship satisfaction and commitment, but not sexual exclusivity.  Our 
second hypothesis was not fully supported either.  The statistical validity of our models 
was somewhat weakened by the number of participants who did not provide full data for 
all of the variables of interest.  Further, theoretical models were constructed around 
relationship ideology in the U.S.—with a large number of people indicating they grew up 
outside of the United States, we cannot rule out the possibility that cultural differences 
were driving effects (discussed further below). 
 To our knowledge, these results have not been replicated elsewhere in the 
literature.  Studies comparing homosexual versus heterosexual jealousy experience have 
indicated that homosexual men may be uniquely resilient to relational threats (e.g. 
Bringle, 1995); other research has demonstrated that demand characteristics, which 
inevitably characterize hypothetical jealousy scenarios, account for group differences in 
jealousy (Harris, 2002).  The latter finding suggests that homosexual and heterosexual 
males and females might experience jealousy in more similar ways than past literature 
has shown. 
 With the weakened statistical validity associated with our study 1 sample, we 
attempted a direct replication in a follow-up study, to determine if cultural differences 
were actually accounting for study 1 findings.  Similar to study 1, our first hypothesis 
was partially supported (H1a and H1b): the link between threat condition and momentary 
outcome variables (satisfaction and commitment) was mediated by anticipatory negative 
emotions.  At this time, we cannot draw any meaningful conclusions about how ones’ 
imaginary response to a potential threat predicts trait-level monogamy agreements.  We 
found no support for our second hypothesis, contrary to the first study.  All groups’ 
anticipatory emotional response was only explained by a main effect of threat condition; 
no interaction effects between threat condition and sex or sexual orientation were upheld.  
While this is discrepant with Study 1 results, it may be consistent with the idea that 
homosexuals and heterosexuals might be more similar in their relationships than different 
(Harris, 2002; Kurdek, 2006).  Given that all participants in the second study indicated 
they were from the United States, we do feel that future research will be necessary to 
draw meaningful conclusions about the true nature of these associations. 
Post-Hoc Explanations for Inconsistent Results 
 The discrepant results from our two studies call for potential post-hoc 
explanations, which might spur interesting future research.  As such, we have 
conceptualized two potential explanations for the failed replication of the first study, 
discussed below. 
The sample.  As mentioned earlier, a number of respondents in the first study 
indicated they were not raised in the United States.  Our theoretical model was based on 
the ideology of participants from the U.S., so the possibility exists that cultural 
differences in relationship ideology were actually driving effects.  We cannot currently 
support this possibility; future research regarding cross-cultural differences in the 
experience of jealousy could benefit the field (implications discussed further below). 
Political timing.  To preface this post-hoc explanation, the authors completely 
recognize that future research is necessary to support or deny this potential claim.  As 
such, we only put forth this idea as a potential mechanism to guide future research 
direction.  Researchers could not help but notice the political timing of same-sex 
marriage advocacy with regards to this work.  Data from the first study was collected in 
late September 2014, and the second studies data was collected in late February 2015.  
Between these two dates, a sweeping extension of same-sex marriage legalization 
occurred in 20+ states (www.freedomtomarry.org). 
Perhaps the differential findings between Study 1 and Study 2 lies with the 
political timing of this advocacy.  If sexual minority couples feel that they can participate 
in the institution of marriage, perhaps we are witnessing a reframing of ideals amongst 
these relationships.  A fundamental shift in ideology surrounding relationship exclusivity 
may be occurring, as sexual minority couples may be converging with societally 
acceptable standards of marriage.  This idea calls for important future research, exploring 
the interplay between political ideology and sexual minority relationships—specifically, 
focusing on how the provision of marriage might be changing relationship goals and 
motivations in same-sex couples. 
Limitations 
 While we feel that a number of key contributions are made by the present work, a 
number of limitations should be considered when interpreting results.  The first, as 
discussed, involves differences in our samples.  We are unable to determine if cross-
cultural differences are driving Study 1 results, which might have disappeared in the all-
American Study 2 sample.  The conclusions we can draw from this research are further 
limited by the small sample size (and thus low power) we had to test meaningful effects 
for individuals in open versus closed relationships.  Future research might attempt to 
sample larger groups of individuals in open relationships, across all groups, to determine 
potential differences in the experience of jealousy. 
 We also realize the problems with attempting to predict trait-level relationship 
outcomes in response to a manipulation.  To be clear, we did not anticipate that the 
hypothetical jealousy induction would promote change in reported exclusivity status.  
Rather, we wanted to test how group differences in this imagined experience of jealousy 
might explain ones’ monogamy agreement (i.e., are differential responses to the jealousy 
vignette appropriate for an open vs. closed relationship).  In the future, it might be best to 
test a more flexible construct (such as attitudes about sexual orientation) to capture 
potential changes prompted by threat condition. 
 As discussed, Harris’ (2002) work questions the validity of hypothetical jealousy 
inductions.  This study provides evidence that the force-response nature of these 
manipulations may drive group effects, which dissipate when participants reflect on 
actual previous infidelity (Harris, 2002).  While we cannot rule out the possibility that 
demand characteristics are driving any meaningful effects, we believe that hypothetical 
jealousy inductions would be a substantial first step in connecting lines of literature 
discussed earlier. 
Implications 
Though the results of these two studies are not ultimately clarifying discrepancies 
in the literature, we feel that the implications for this line of research are noteworthy. The 
study of alternative relationship styles has the potential to extend the positive benefits of 
romantic relationships to more individuals, perhaps with the most benefit for sexual 
minority communities.  An abundance of research shows how close, interpersonal 
relationships have the potential for positivity in regards to mental health outcomes 
(Coombs, 1991; Braithwaite, Delevi, & Fincham, 2010) as well as physical health 
(Lilliard & Waite, 1995).  Furthermore, Conley et al. (2012) have demonstrated that 
couples that agree on extradyadic openness engage in safer sex practices than those who 
have not discussed or agreed on openness, yet seek external relationships (i.e., unfaithful 
individuals).  Sexual minority communities, as a whole, are at risk for a number of 
physical and mental health problems compared to heterosexuals (King, et al., 2008). The 
study of sexual minority relationships can inform policy to potentially mitigate these poor 
health outcomes. 
Concluding Comments 
 In sum, we feel that the present work extends a number of key contributions to 
this body of literature, despite problems with the initial sample.  Our use of large, diverse 
samples reflects the overarching push in social psychology.  Across two studies, we 
successfully recruited over 600 diverse individuals.  Although our hypotheses were not 
supported, the quasi-experimental timing of our two studies prods future research 
regarding the convergence of homosexual and heterosexual relationships.  Or, perhaps 
the group differences in relationship ideology are less profound than we think.  Research 
by Kurdek (2006) indicates that underlying relationship structure is quite similar between 
homosexual and heterosexual men and women, in line with our Study 2 results.  Further 
research in this area will be necessary to determine if there are any true group differences, 
by sex and sexual orientation, on the experience and relational consequences of romantic 
jealousy. 
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